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REMARKS 

Claims 1-25 are pending in the application. The Amendments to 
claims 16 and 17 are made solely to correct errors in claim dependency. The 
amendments to claims 1, 8, 9, 12, 19, 20, 23, and 25, are merely grammatical or 
typographical in nature. Accordingly, no new matter is presented. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
Claims 1-4, 7-9, 12-16, 18-20, and 23-25 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Carty (U.S. Patent No. 2,738,513). The 
rejection is traversed. 

Carty discloses a necktie holder, the principal object of which is to 
form a part of or attach directly to the necktie. See column 1 , lines 25-27. In the 
embodiment of Figures 1-6, the first end of the necktie holder is permanently 
attached to the necktie via stitching and the second end of the necktie holder has a 
button loop. See column 1 , line 1 0. In the alternative embodiment of Carty, shown 
in Figure 7 and relied upon in the rejection, the first end of the necktie holder 
includes a button permanently attached to the necktie holder for engaging a button 
hole formed in the necktie and the second end of the necktie holder has a button 
loop. 

Claims 1-4, 7-9, 12-16, 18-20, and 23-25 distinguish patentably over 
Carty. Each of the rejected device claims 1-4, 7-9, and 25 call for first and second 
button loops which are adapted to releasably engage adjacent shirt buttons. Each 
of the rejected method claims 12-16, 18-20, 23, and 24 require the steps of 
removably attaching first and second button loops to shirt buttons. This is in 
contrast to the Carty necktie holder, which lacks the claimed first and second button 
loops which are releasably attachable to the shirt buttons. Instead, the device of 
Carty requires one end of the device to be attached directly to the necktie, either via 
permanent stitching or via the button permanently attached to necktie holder. This 
permanently secured button of Carty is for attachment to a button hole formed on 
the necktie. Thus, Carty fails to teach a second button loop for releasable 
attachment to a shirt button as called for by all of the rejected claims. 
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It is well-established that, to be anticipatory, a prior art reference must 
disclose each and every element of the claimed invention. Because Carty fails to 
disclose each and every limitation of the claims for at least the reasons given above, 
it is respectfully submitted that a prima facie case of lack of novelty has not been 
established. Withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-4, 7-9, 12-16, 18-20, and 23-25 
under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) is, therefore, respectfully requested. 

REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1 0, 1 1 , 21 , and 22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over Carty, supra. The rejection is traversed. 

Each of the rejected device claims 10 and 1 1 call for first and second 
button loops which are adapted to releasably engage adjacent shirt buttons. 
Similarly, the rejected method claims 21 and 22 recite method steps of removably 
attaching first and second button loops to shirt buttons. In contrast, the Carty 
necktie holder lacks the first and second button loops releasably attachable to shirt 
buttons as recited in the claims. Instead, Carty discloses only a single releasably 
attachable button loop at one end. The opposite end terminates at the necktie, and 
is secured directly thereto, either by permanently stitching the necktie holder to the 
necktie, or, via a button permanently attached to the necktie holder for engaging a 
button hole formed on the necktie. There is no teaching or suggestion in the Carty 
patent of the claimed device and method having two button loops, each removably 
attachable to shirt buttons. 

It is well established that to establish prima facie obviousness of a 
claimed invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior 
art. In re Rovka . 180 U.S.P.Q. 580 (C.C.P.A. 1974). See also In re Wilson . 165 
U.S.P.Q. 494 (C.C.P.A. 1 970). The cited Carty patent fails to teach or suggest the 
claimed device and method requiring two button loops, each removably attachable 
to shirt buttons. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that claims 10, 1 1 , 21 , and 22 
are not rendered prima facie obvious by the cited prior art. Withdrawal of the 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is, therefore, respectfully requested. 
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ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 
The Examiner's indication that claims 5, 6, and 1 7 are deemed to 
contain allowable subject matter is appreciated. 

PRIOR ART MADE OF RECORD AND NOT RELIED UPON 

Applicant will not burden the record with a discussion of the prior art 
cited but not applied to the claims. 

CONCLUSION 

Favorable reconsideration of this application is respectfully solicited. 
Should there be any outstanding issues requiring discussion that would further the 
prosecution and allowance of this application, the Examiner is invited to contact 
Applicant's undersigned representative at the address and phone number indicated 
below. 

For at least the reasons given above, Applicant respectfully submits 

that certain clear and distinct differences as discussed above exist between the 

present invention and the cited prior art reference upon which the rejections in the 

Office action rely. These differences are more than sufficient that the present 

invention as claimed would not have been anticipated nor rendered obvious given 

the prior art. Rather, the present invention as a whole is distinguishable from, and 

thereby allowable over, the prior art. Accordingly, allowance of all claims herein and 

early notice to that effect is earnestly solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

McLANE, GRAF, RAULERSON & 
MIDDLETON, P.A. 
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